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TUESDAY, JULY 31, 1951 


Houst or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTION AND LABOR, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10°a. m., in room 429 of 
the House Office Building, Hon. Graham A. Barden (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Barden, Bailey, Howell, Steed, Wier, 
Tackett, Greenwood, McConnell, Gwinn, Kearns, Werdel, Potter, 
and Berry. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; John S. Forsythe, 
general counsel; David N. Henderson, assistant general counsel; 
Russell C. Derrickson, investigator; John O. Graham, minority clerk; 
all of the Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. Barpen. The committee will come to order. Gentlemen, this 
committee was called together for the purpose of consideration of 
H. R. 1732, a bill introduced by Mr. Farrington. The bill will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(H. R. 1732 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 1732, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the National School Lunch Act with respect to the apportionment of of funds to 
Hawaii and Alaska 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the second sentence of section 4 of the 
National School Lunch Act, approved June 4, 1946 (Public Law Numbered 396, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, 60 Stat. 280), is amended to read as follows: “The 
Secretary shall apportion among the States during each fiscal year not less than 
75 per centum of the aforesaid funds made available for such vear for supplying 
agricultural commodities and other foods under the provisions of this Act, except 
that the total of such apportionments of funds for use in Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands shall not exceed 3 per centum of the funds appropriated for agri- 
cultural commodities and other foods for the school-lunch program.” 

(b) The last sentence of section 5 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“The total of such funds apportioned for nonfood assistance for use in Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not exceed 3 per centum of the funds appro- 
priated for nonfood assistance in accordance with the provisions of this Act.’’ 


Mr. Barpven. Mr. Farrington for some time has been urging that 
the committee take some action in connection with this bill as it re- 
lated to the school-lunch program in Hawaii. 

I am not familiar with the real purpose or the provisions of the bill 
to the extent of either recommending or disapproving, and so I 
thought the committee would be interested in Mr. Farrington appear- 
ing; and at the same time, I asked him to bring before the committee 
representatives from various departments interested in the matter. 
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Then I took the liberty of calling the Delegate from Puerto Rico 
to come in and attend the hearing, because I did not know just what 
effect it might have on the program as carried on in Puerto Rico. 

I also called in the Delegate from Alaska, too, to appear before the 
committee. 

From all I have heard from Puerto Rico, we certainly want to give 
it every consideration we would any other group. So, unless there is 
some objection, we will just proceed with the hearing, and Mr. 
Farrington will appear as the first witness. 

Mr. F arrington, will you just go ahead and discuss this bill for the 
benefit of the committee? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH 8. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE 
TO CONGRESS FROM THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


Mr. Farrineron. Mr. Chairman, I wish to assure you at the out- 
set that we are very grateful to you and the members of the com- 
mittee for this opportunity to present our point of view on this legis- 
lation. 

I have asked the Delegate from Alaska, Mr. Bartlett, to follow me 
with a brief statement, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, Dr. Fernés-Isern, to do likewise. 

I also have here representatives of the Department of Agriculture, 
which administers the School Lunch Act, and the Department of the 
Interior, which is responsible for the administration of the Territories. 

I have set forth our point of view in a brief statement, and I would 
like the privilege of reading it to you. 

The present School Lunch Act was adopted by Congress in 1946. 
It has proved the basis for the distribution of funds appropriated for 
Federal aid for school-lunch programs in the States, Territories, and 
possessions ever since. The amount received by each State has been 
determined, first, by the school population and, second, by the aver- 
age per capita income of the people of the States. 

The law limits the participation of the Territories and possessions 
to 3 percent of the total. After this total has been determined, the 
distribution of funds within this limit is determined on the same basis 
as the distribution of funds among the States. In other words, the 
amount received by Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands within the limitation of 3 percent is determined by the school 
population and the average per capita income of the people within 
the Territories and possessions. 

The obvious reason for placing this limitation in the law was to 
limit the participation of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands where 
the school populations were exceptionally high and the average per 

capita Income was exceptionally low. The committee evidently felt 
that the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska should be covered into the 
same category because their political status was somewhat similar, 
and without realizing the penalty that would be imposed on the two 
Territories by this action. 

The Territories of Hawaii and Alaska have, in consequence of this 
action, been severely and, I believe, unfairly penalized ever since. 
They have been compelled to bear the burden of the lower standards 
prevailing in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 
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We of Hawaii do not dispute the great needs of these funds in Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands, but we do not believe it is right that the 
burden of these requirements should fall exclusively on Hawaii and 
Alaska. We believe that it should be shared by all of the States and 
Territories. 

H. R. 1732 would accomplish this purpose. It would amend the 
School Lunch Act so as to remove Hawaii and Alaska from the pro- 
vision of the law which limits their participation to 3 percent of the 
total funds available within Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 
The limitation so far as Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is con- 
cerned would remain. The participation of Hawaii and Alaska would 
be on the same basis as the States in which the school population and 
the average per capita income compares very favorably. 

Both the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska bear the same financial 
responsibilities as the States. Their people pay identically the same 
taxes as the people of the States. The total taxes normally paid the 
Federal Government by Hawaii exceeds that of from 10 to 12 States. 
More than $1 billion has been paid by the people of Hawaii in taxes 
to the Federal Treasury since it became a Territory in 1900. The 
people of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, on the other hand, do 
not pay Federal Taxes. 

We of Hawaii—and I am sure this sentiment is shared by Alaska— 
believe that for this reason if for no other, we are entitled to participate 
in laws providing for Federal grants-in-aid on the same basis as the 
States. We believe that to subject us to the limitations that may be 
applied to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is unfair. 

We believe this applies with particular force to the school-lunch 
program, and appeal to vou, as a matter of justice and fair play, to 
adopt the amendment proposed in H. R. 1732. 

The merit of our position has already been recognized. In the 
Eightieth Congress a subcommittee of this committee held a hearing 
on this bill and recommended favorable action by the full committee. 
The committee was involved in such a bitter dispute over the Taft- 
Hartley law and other legislation involving industrial relations that 
the then chairman was unwilling to call a meeting of the full committee 
to consider this recommendation or any othe1 prior to the time the 
Eightieth Congress adjourned. 

The committee received then and has now reports from both the 
Departments of Agriculture and Interior recommending the adoption 
of this legislation. The administration of the school-lunch program 
is the responsibility of the Department of Agriculture, and the 
administration of the Territories and possessions the responsibility of 
the Department of the Interior. 

During the Eighty-first Congress the chairman of this committee 
was requested repeatedly for a hearing on this legislation and agreed 
that it should be granted at the proper time. The “proper time” 
never arrived, apparently because of the sharp differences that pre- 
vailed within the committee on legislation relating to industrial rela- 
tions and to Federal aid for education—for reasons with which you 
who were members of the committee at the time are infinitely more 
familiar than am I. 

The present bill was introduced at the outset of the opening of this 
Congress in January. It is supported in new reports from the Depart- 
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ments of Agriculture and Interior. The representatives of these 
departments are present to testify in support of the bill. 

The adoption of this bill would place participation of Hawaii in the 
school-lunch program on the same basis on which it participates in 
practically every other program providing Federal grants-in-aid, so 
far as I can ascertain. 

For many years, Congress has recognized Hawaii’s right to so 
participate as a matter of simple justice because the people of Hawaii 
are called upon to pay the same taxes as the people of the States. 
Thus it is that Hawaii participates on the same basis as a State—and 
has for many vears—in legislation providing Federal aid for roads and 
the development of airports. The Territory similarly shares in the 
benefits of laws under which Federal funds are provided for the exten- 
sion service, experiment stations, and similar services administered 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

The adoption of this amendment, therefore, would be in keeping 
with well-established policy rather than a departure from it. It would 
give to the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska the funds to which they 
are entitled and which they both greatly need. 

The Territory of Hawaii was a pioneer in the development of a 
school-lunch program. In the school year 1950-51, a total of 60,550 
hot lunches were served daily to 67 percent of the school population of 
the Territory through 150 cafeterias at a cost of $2,518,278.97. This 
sum was paid by the children. The cash contribution of the Federal 
Government was $57,521. 

The school population of the Territory of Hawaii is close to 100,000 
pupils. The penalty we suffer as a result of the present law is graph- 
ically illustrated by comparing the amounts for food-assistance funds 
available for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1951, received by six 
States whose per capita incomes are the same as that of Hawaii. 
They include Idaho, with a school population participating in the 
program of 40,000, which received $306,382; Arizona, with 40,000 
children participating, which received $414,193; Colorado, with 
47,000 pupils participating, which received $512,286; Maine, with 
42,000 participating, which received $425,952; Montana, with 25,000 
school population participating, which ree ‘eived $188,599; and Ne- 
braska, with 47,000 participating, which received $494,103. In con- 
trast with this, Hawaii, with 60,000 school children participating, 
received only $73,329. 

In conclusion, I refer to a tabulation showing the total appropria- 
tion for all States and Territories, the amount received by Hawaii 
under the terms of the National School Lunch Act as it now stands, 
and the amount that would be received by Hawaii if this legislation 
were passed. 

(Tables showing the apportionment by States of funds available 
for the national school-lunch program, 1951, and national school- 
lunch program apportionment of 1951 funds to Territories, and appor- 
tionment proposed by H. R. 1732 and amendment, are printed in 
this record at the close of this day’s testimony.) 

In 1947 a total of $81,000,000 was provided for the school-lunch 
program and Hawaii received $76,000. If the law had been changed 
we would have received $226,750. 

In 1948 the total provided was $70,000,000 and we received $91,683 
If the law had been changed we would have received $219,335. 
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In 1949 the total appropriation was $75,000,000 and we received 
$89,302. If the law had been changed we would have received 
$235,322. 

In 1950 the total appropriation was $83,500,000 and the amount 
received was $89,972. If the law had been changed we would have 
received $211,317. 

In 1951 the total appropriation was $83,500,000 and we received 
$73,320. If the law had been changed we would have received 
$195,516. 

I would like to incorporate in my statement, Mr. Chairman, a letter 
from the acting director of the home economics division of the Depart- 
ment of Public Education of the Territory of Hawaii, regarding this 
program; and also, a brief history of the school-lunch program. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


Territory oF Hawan, 
DEPARTMENT OF PusLic INSTRUCTION, 
Honolulu, July 18, 1951, 
Hon. Joserpn R. FARRINGTON, 
Delegate from Hawaii, Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: This is in response to your request for information relative to the 
school-lunch program in the Territory of Hawaii. 

Approximately 60,550 hot lunches, representing 67 percent of the total school 
population in 150 cafeterias, were served daily in 1950-51. This represents an 
increase of approximately 4,000 lunches served daily, or an increase of 3 percent 
over the year 1949-50. Total revenue of the program amounted to approximately 
$2,518,278.97, $57,521 of which was distributed in the form of subsidy provided 
through the Production and Marketing Administration of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. In addition, free commodities valued at approxi- 
mately $350,000 were distributed throughout the Territory. The average rate 
of reimbursement per lunch is 0.005 cent. 

During the next biennium 8 new cafeterias are being planned which will 
bring the total number of cafeterias providing hot-lunch facilities to the children 
of the Territory up to 158. This will add considerably to the Territory of Ha- 
waii’s responsibility for providing these lunches, if additional Federal funds are 
not available for subsidizing the program. 

Rising food and labor costs are also a concern if the present 15-cent lunch price 
is to be maintained. There has been an increasing need and demand for free 
lunches for children unable to pay. This is one of the responsibilities which 
individual scholls are obliged to assume under the terms of the National School 
Lunch Act agreement. 

Supervision of the program is the joint responsibility of school administrators 
and the home economics supervisory staff... The responsibilities of the supervisory 
staff may be outlined briefly as follows: 

1. Duties 

The director shall— 

Be responsible for making and carrying out plans for the development and 
supervision of all publie school cafeterias; and shall cooperate with the superine 
tendent and the deputy superintendent for vocationa! education in the promotion 
of the cafeteria program. She shall make visits to all publie schools and com- 
munities for the purpose of promoting the cafeteria program, determining the 
efficiency of the plant and equipment, improve cafeteria practices, and otherwise 
aid cafeteria managers and school administrators in strengthening the cafeteria 
program in the Territory. 

The assistent director shall— 

Be responsible for assisting the Director in carrying out the duties outlined 
above. 

The district supervisors shall— 

Be responsible for making supervisory visits to sehools within the district 
specifically designated to her for the purpose of promoting cafeteria service; 
determining efficiency of plant, equipment, and food service; improving cafeteria 
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practices; and otherwise aiding cafeteria managers and schoo! administrators in 
strengthening the cafeteria program. 

Cafeteria managers shall: 

Under the general direction of the school principal, be responsible for the 
selection of all foods and supplies; food preparation; food service; keeping necessary 
accounts prescribed by the school department; care of equipment and plant; and 
maintenance of sanitation and safety regulations in the cafeteria. 

Duties of stenographie and clerical personnel are self-explanatory. 

2. Plans for inspecting operating programs 

1. Lach operating program shall be inspected at least once each year by a mem- 
ber of the home economics department supervisory staff. The inspection of each 
program shall include 

(a) A preliminary conference with the school administrator; 

(6) An inspection of plant and equipment; 

(ec) A check on food standards; 

(d) A conference with the cafeteria manager; 

(e) A final conference with the schoo! administrator when recommendations 
for the improvement of the program are indicated. 


3. Plans for training school lunch personnel 

Cafeteria managers shall be trained, as in the past, at the Honolulu Vocational 
School in a 2-year vocational trade course in cafeteria management. 

An in-service training program for cafeteria managers shall be carried on 
throughout the Territory by the staff of the home economies department. A 
refresher course in cafeteria management shall be conducted each summer by the 
vocational division of the department of public instruction. 

Since 1912, when the first public schoo! cafeteria was established, the school 
lunch program has grown until at the present time nonprofit school-lunch pro- 
grams have been established for approximately 97 percent of the children in our 
public schools. The growth of the program is a tribute in itself to the important 
role the school lunch plays in the health of Hawaii’s school children. 

In order to maintain this growing program at its present level, vour aid is 
urgently solicited. 

Very sincerely, 
Heven G. McGitt, 
Acting Director, Home Economics Education. 





Hawan’s Pustic Scnoot CAFETERIA PROGRAM 


The first reports of a cafeteria program in the public schools were made in 
1912. At this time, or just prior to this time, the cafeteria program evidently 
began. Doubtless, in scattered sections of the Territory, some hot food was 
prepared by interested teachers or administrators, but in 1912, the superintendent 
reported a single cafeteria with daily sales of 118 lunches and 75 desserts. This 
was at the Territorial Normal School cafeteria where teachers were first trained 
to handle a cafeteria program. The aim of the cafeteria program at that time 
was to serve wholesome, nutritious food at the lowest possible cost. Throughout 
the vears to follow, this aim was not changed and today, 39 vears later, there are 
150 cafeterias throughout the Territory, serving 60,550 lunches daily, representing 
67 percent of the school population throughout the Territory. 

Families apparently are cognizant of the value of this noonday meal, and much 
has been done over the years to improve the food habits of school children. 

Many vears have lapsed since the department of public instruction has em- 
ploved itinerant nutrition specialists. Much of the work done previously by 
these specialists has been carried on by workers assigned to the home economics 
department and the health education division. To the classroom teacher must 
go much credit for teaching sound health habits. The Territorial Board of 
Health, the University of Hawaii, the Territorial Nutrition Committee, the 
Tuberculosis Associations, the Nutrition Service, American Red Cross, Hawaii 
Chapter, and many other agencies have given valuable assistance in promoting 
nutrition education in the publie schools of the Territory. 

Administratively, under the direction of the deputy superintendent for voca- 
tional education, the superintendent, and the commissioners of public instruc- 
tion, the home economics department is responsible for the promotion, develop- 
ment, and supervision of the cafeteria programs in the public schools. 
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Cafeteria buildings are planned, constructed, and maintained by the several 
counties throughout the Territory. 

During the past 14 vears the Territory has gradually assumed the whole 
responsibility for cafeteria managers’ salaries. At one time, the greater part of 
many managers’ salaries was borne by cafeteria funds. At present, salaries of 
all cafeteria managers are paid from Territorial funds, which makes it possible 
for a larger percent of cafeteria revenue to be used for food. 

Since 1943 the cafeteria program has been subsidized by Federal funds. Indi- 
vidual cafeterias are subsidized according to the need for this assistance. How- 
ever, food standards set up by the Federal Government must be met in order 
that a cafeteria be subsidized. One field program supervisor was provided from 
Federal funds in 1945. Funds for this worker were withdrawn in 1947 and the 
Territory has again assumed the full supervisory burden in addition to supplying 
clerical assistance. 

Mr. Farrinaron. That completes my statement. 

Mr. Barpen. Mr. Farrington, in drawing your bill, did you give 
any consideration to the conditions existing in Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, or were you just giving study to your own problem? 

Mr. Farrineton. The bill was drawn with the assistance of the 
Department of Agriculture, and the Department of the Interior, and 
they have approved it with a minor amendment, which is incorporated 
in the Department of Agriculture report. Mv interest, of course, was 
primarily to free Hawai from the present limitation so that it would 
participate on the same basis as the States. 

Mr. Barpen. According to the letter that comes from the Secretary 
of the Interior, it does look as though Hawaii is being penalized, and 
I believe for the information of the committee I will just read this 
letter from the Department of the Interior: 

JuLty 10; 1951. 

My Dear Mr. Barpven: Further reference is made to your request for the views 
of this Department on H. R. 1732, a bill to amend the National School Lunch Act 
with respect to the apportionment of funds to Hawaii and Alaska. 

H. R. 1732 would remove Alaska and Hawaii from the provisions of sections 4 
and 5 of the National School Lunch Act (60 Stat. 230; 42 U.S. C., 1946 ed., sees. 
17538, 1754) which limit the total amount made available to Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands to 3 percent of the funds appropriated 
annually for the school-lunch program. 

In its report to your committee dated June 6, 1951, the Department of Agri- 
culture suzgests amendments to the bill which would mitigate the effects of the 
3-percent limitation with respect to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands by adding 
a proviso that in each vear’s initial apportionment, the per capita allotments per 
child of school age in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not be less than the 
per capita allotment per child of school age in the State (other than Puerto Rico 
or the Virgin Islands) with the lowest per capita income. 

This Department urges the enactment of H. R. 1732 with the amendments pro- 
posed by the Department of Agriculture. 

Had the provisions of H. R. 1732, together with the proposed amendmenss of the 
Department of Agriculture, been operative during the fiscal vear 1951, Hawaii 
would have received $195,516 instead of $73,320, Alaska would have received 
$28,134 instead of $10,551, Puerto Rico would have received $2,539,650 instead of 
$2,377,490, and the Virgin Islands would have received $45,151 instead of $43,639. 
The copy of the report of the Department of Agriculture is returned in accordance 
with vour request. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Date E. Dory, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Now, Mr. Farrington, just what would be the difference, now, in 
your method of figuring the amount due in Puerto Rico, to a child 
in Puerto Rico, for instance, from what,it would be in Hawaii? 
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Mr. Farrineron. The method of figuring would be the same, but 
we would be freed from the 3 percent limitation. 

Mr. Barpen. The 3 percent limitation, as I understand it, is that 
you take the 3 percent and apply the formula, and then each one 
takes its cut in proportion, does it not? 

Mr. Farrineron. That is right. The answer to that is to be 
found in the figures on the average per capita income which are shown 
in the Department of Agriculture report to the committee. 

It says: 

The latest per capita income figures, certified by the Department of Com- 
merce at the time of the apportionment of fiscal vear 1951 funds, reported Puerto 
Rico’s per capita income as $304 and the Virgin Islands’ as $182, compared to a 
United States average of $1,401. 

The level of income was $1,976 in Alaska, and $1,503 for Hawaii. 
In other words, Alaska is far above the national average, and we are 
well above the national average. And when they calculate the funds 
to which we are entitled within that limitation, with Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands and their very low per capita income, we are 
severely penalized. The burden of that, in our opinion, should be 
borne by all of us; and I do not say that Hawaii should not pay its 
share, but I think the other States should do likewise. 

Mr. Werpe.. You are referring, as does the law, to the relative 
position of national income in those areas? 

Mr. Farrineron. That is right. 

Mr. Werpe.. Whereas, as I understand the bill, it is not drafted 
with the idea that States or Territories would get money in accord- 
ance with the amount of taxes they pay, which vou paid particular 
attention to. I think that we ought to give consideration to the 
great difference that is growing between the cost of living, say, in 
Alaska, and the Virgin Islands. 

You mentioned the Alaska income is relatively high, but its cost of 
living is very much higher. That is, the same ‘amount of money that 
a few years ago might take care of a lunch program adequately in 
those areas, cannot do it; whereas it can still do it in Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands. I am wondering if we cannot get some 
figures showing us what the cost of living is in these areas. 

I know men in the building and construction trades that have gone 
into Alaska, and one of them is getting $5-and-some-thing an hour, 
and he is not saving much money, and he gets a $5 per day living 
allowance on the job, because of the cost of living. 

I think we ought to get some figures on that. 

Mr. Farrineron. We are not asking that that factor be introduced; 
we are asking only what we participate on the same basis as the States. 

Mr. Barpren. Gentlemen, I am not monopolizing this, and anyone 
who wants to ask any questions, please cut right in. 

Mr. Battery. | would like to ask the gentleman and his associate; 
the Delegate from Alaska, if they want the committee to understand 
they have abandoned the idea of statehood for Alaska and Hawaii? 

Mr. Farrinaron. Not in the least; vou can be sure of that. 

Mr. BarpEN. Perhaps we had better not bring that in. 

Mr. Farrineron. Mr. Chairman, I took particular care to meet 
your objections to that in my opening statement. 

Mr. Baitey. There is one point that I would like to have the 
gentleman clear up. In all’ of your legislation proposed to date, 
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you have left Alaska and Hawaii out of that 3 percent limitation, and 
vou want them moved over and put on an equal footing with the 
other States. Now, are you going to leave that 3 perce available 
there for use in Puerto Rico and the Virgin IJslands? 

Mr. Farrineron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. You do not bother that 3 percent, and you just leave 
as it 1s? 

Mr. Farrinaron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battey. That would liberalize the allocation to them and cut 
you in on an equal basis with the other States? 

Mr. Farrineron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Baixey. Is that not plain? 

Mr. Farrinaron. That is my understanding of it. 

Mr. Battny. Putting it in a few words, that is what you propose? 

Mr. Farrinaron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batiey. It would take Alaska and Hawaii out of this limita- 
tion of 3 percent, leaving the 3 percent available for Puerto Rico and 
Virgin Islands, and it would put Alaska and Hawaii on the same basis 
as the 48 States. 

Mr. Krarns. And Puerto Rico benefits, too, and the Virgin 
Islands. 

Mr. Battey. Because they would have the 3 percent, and formerly 
they had Alaska and Hawaii cut in on that. 

Mr. Kearns. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Howell and I were in Puerto 
Rico, and we observed it there, and I imagine it is operated similarly 
in Hawai; and those children down in Puerto Rico, of which they 
have 700,000 of school age out of a population of 24; million, in many 
instances it is the only hot meal they get a day, and it is a marvelous 
thing. It seems to me that the Congress, in my opinion, does not 
appropriate money for any better cause than it does for these children. 

We inspected the kitchens, and they are kept clean, and the food 
was good, and those children could just have all they wanted. There 
was not any question of limitations or portions, or anything like that. 

I personally feel that in the setting up of this set-up here, we have 
certainly penalized Hawaii and Alaska in the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me say this: I do not know why it is, but it 
seems to be an accepted view in this country that we will just pass 
along what is left to our possessions, and I do not like and I never have 
liked it. I think it is not only foolish, but dangerous. 

Somebody in this Government ought to lower their sights a little 
bit. We are looking 4,000 miles across the sea and looking right over 
the heads of folks who are in much worse condition than those that 
we are showering our benefits on. 

This 3 percent—and I do not claim to be an expert in this—I do 
not like that idea to begin with. I do not see why we should regard 
3 percent as being some sacred figure that we cannot change, and | 
do not see why there should be a limitation on it. 

If the school-lunch program is for the specific purpose, and the 
Congress has declared its policy to be so on this, why should we say 
we are going to give half a lunch to one group and a full lunch to the 
other group? Or feed half and let the other half go hungry? 

I see no reason on earth why any child in Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands should not have exactly the same consideration as any 
child in Hawaii or Alaska, and I am reluctant to lift out or create 
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any preferred group. I am very much in favor of bringing them all up, 
and letting them have the same benefits that the school children in 
America have, because there is not many years’ difference between a 
school child in Puerto Rico and his being a resident of New York, and 
we might just as well recognize that. 

Mr. McConne ut. I would like to clarify just what that limitation 
does, im respect to the children of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 
as to the quantity and quality of the lunch they would receive, that is, 
compared with the States, we will say, or with the proposal here for 
Hawaii. Let somebody tell us, if they can. 

Mr. Farrineron. | am unable to do that. 1 think the Department 
of Agriculture representatives probably are in a better position to 
answer those questions than I am. 

Mr. Barpen. They have some representatives here. 

Mr. McConne.u. What I am getting to is this: They seem to be 
generally satisfied with this bill, and if they are, does that mean that 
they are satisfied with some minimum quantity and quality for the 
children in Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, or not? How does 
this operate? 

Mr. Farrineron. The report of the Department of Agriculture 
points out that if there were no restrictions in there, Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands would obtaim, under this formula, 10 percent 
of the total of all funds. And the purpose of the restriction in the 
beginning was to prevent Puerto Rico from participating to such 
a large extent. 

Mr. Werpet. Why? 

Mr. Barpen. That is what I want to know, is why? Has anybody 
advanced any sensible reason as to why? 

Mr. Gwinn. The reason is pretty obvious, if you have ever been 
to Puerto Rico, that they live comparatively well on 20 cents on the 
dollar compared to us, if they have it. 

Mr. Kearns. Living costs are higher in Puerto Rico than they are 
here, as far as buving foods, and these people who were down there 
know about it. They are penalized purely because, you remember, 
they do not come under the minimum wage bill in Puerto Rico, and 
that is why their per capita income is low, where Hawaii and Alaska 
are in different positions there. 

Mr. McConnetu. Cannot someone here in authority, or with 
knowledge, tell us what happens to the lunches in Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands if the amount of the appropriations is not suflicient? 

Mr. Farrinaron. The representative of the Department of Agri- 
culture, from the Office of the Administrator of the School Lunch 
Program, is here, and he can inform the committee of those details 

Mr. Barpren. Right now, let me ask you this question: Would it 
be perfectly agreeable to you to strike out the 3 percent limitation 
and let Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Alaska and Hawaii, and 
all, come under the same thing? 

Mr. Farrineron. My answer to that is that the status of Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands is very different from that of Alaska and 
Hawaii and should be taken into consideration. 

Mr. Barpen. It always will be, if we continue to treat them differ- 
ently economically; and here we are trying to rebuild the whole darn 
world except our own, and then we say that they are different. 

Well, they were different where every one of us come from, 15 or 
20 years ago, but we say we have bettered conditions by legislation. 
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Now, I do not understand the philosophy or the reasoning that says 
everybody but Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have a chance to 
improve themselves, and we are not going to give them a chance. 

Mr. Farrineton. Well, I do not want to speak for Puerto Rico, 
but I know from personal knowledge that the standards of education 
and living in Puerto Rico are far below ours. 

I hope that steps will be taken to bring them up to ours, but I do 
not think that it can be accomplished in too short a time. 

Mr. Barpen. How did yours get so far ahead of Puerto Rico? 

Mr. Tackerr. They got the teachers out of Arkansas. 

Mr. Farrtncron. The Territory of Hawaii was settled by Ameri- 
cans in 1820, and for more than 100 years it has developed in the pattern 
of American life. We have achieved standards in our agriculture 
which are beyond those of any other place in the world. In many 
other fields we excel many of the States. We carry all of the 
responsibilities of the State, financial and otherwise, without the 
privileges of a State. Our development is the result of the influences 
that have been at work there through all of these years. That is the 
answer to your question. 

Our people pioneered Hawaii as they pioneered the far West, and 
in fact, were out there before they were in California. They have 
developed for this country an outpost of great strength from every 
possible standpoint. And it is reflected in many ways, not the least 
of which is our average cost of living. 

Mr. Barpen. Understand, | am not quarreling with you on the 
lunch fund. I am perfectly in accord with you, and I want you 
to have just exactly what vou are asking for, so far as that is concerned. 

But let me say this: I have never been to Puerto Rico, | have no 
interest there except just the plain human interest, but I do feel that 
instead of assuming that they will never get any better or that their 
condition will never improve, I think it would be a little bit more in 
line and in keeping with certainly our present policy to assume that 
they can be improved, and let them have a chance to improve, because 
they are pouring into New York, and there is no necessity for us 
sitting down here fussing about some kind of folks they send down 
here to represent them, when they are doing the best they know how. 

Mr. Farrineron. | am in favor of doing for them everything we 
possibly can. 

Mr. Battey. From your statistical table, give me the allocation to 
Puerto Rico for last year. 

Mr. Farrineron. | do not have that, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Barttey. I thought you were reading from it. 

Mr. Barpen. I can give you that. For last year, Puerto Rico was 
$2,377,409. 

Mr. Battery. What was the allocation? 

Mr. Barpen. They would have received, under this bill, if this bill 
had been passed, $2,539,650. There is about a $200,000 difference. 
But it would make quite a difference, and it would about double 
Hawaii's. 

Mr. Farrinaton. If you remove the limitation, Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands would get 10 percent of $83,500,000, and that all 
comes out of the States. Whether or not that additional fund should 
be provided to Puerto Rico is something for you to decide, and not 
me. And I am for giving Puerto Rico everything we possibly can. 
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Mr. Gwinn. I think that you said you never had been to Puerto 
Rico, and I think it rather looks as if Mr. Farrington has never been 
to Puerto Rico. I do not believe he pretends to be representing 
Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Farrincton. I do not represent them, of course. 

Mr. Gwinn. As you indicate, they are ready to speak for them- 
selves, and why should we not dispose of this witness and proceed to 
Puerto Rico? 

Mr. Barpen. We will give you a recess, and we may call you back. 

Mr. Farrineron. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bartlett has a brief statement in line with mine, and Mr. 
Fernés-Isern is here, also. 

Mr. Gwinn. Mr. Farrington, I think we are all delighted to hear 
that your per capita income exceeds that of the United States. I am 
wondering why we cannot work out a tax system to help us. 

We are getting in the dependent group here, and you fellows are 
prospering out there. 

Mr. Farrinaron. We are just above the average, and there are 
some States that are higher than we are. 

Mr. Gwinn. Have you ever figured out whether Hawaii would not 
be better off to repeal this school-lunch program? You are going to 
be taxed a disproportionate amount. You are going to pay out of 
Hawaii more than you get back? 

Mr. Farrineron. Well, Mr. Gwinn, if you would exempt us from 
all Federal taxes, we might be willing to surrender our participation in 
the Federal-aid program, and we probably would be far ahead. I do 
not think that that is the solution of our problem, or at least, I have 
not given up the hope that Congress, in its wisdom, will ultimately 
realize the great value that would come from making Hawaii a State. 

Mr. Gwinn. | agree with you that it is obvious, on the figures, that 
you ought to be treated like the other States, but I understood this 
school-lunch program to have been one of those temporary programs 
that was supposed to expire long before this. Did you understand it 
that way? 

Mr. Farrineron. I am not informed about the intention of those 
who inaugurated this program. 

Mr. Werpe.. | would like to ask one question, in the light of some 
of the discussions vesterday. 

If we make Hawaii a State, in your opinion will it be contiguous to 
California, will the boundaries be contiguous? Who will own the 
waters between California and Hawaii? 

Mr. Farrinaron. We will concede you everything beyond the 
3-mile limit. 

Mr. Barpren. Gentlemen, I think the argument is going to sea. 
[Laughter.] 

We will hear from Mr. Bartlett at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Barriterr. My name is E. L. Bartlett, Delegate in’ Congress 
from Alaska. 

Mr. Chairvan and ~~embers of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before you to urge favorable consideration 
of H. R. 1732. I shall not make an extended statement. To do so 
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would be only to subject you to needless repetition, because Delegate 
Farrington has stated the case concisely and accurately, in my opinion. 

Measured in dollars, the injustice done Hawaii under the existing 
law is much greater than to Alaska. Last vear, under this program, 
Alaska received $11,684. If H. R. 1732 had been law, it would have 
received $28,904. 

This year we received $10,551; and under the provisions of H. R. 
1732, we should have received $28,134. 

But the discrimination exists, nonetheless, and I feel very keenly 
in harmony with the views that Mr. Farrington presented, that the 
incorporated Territories ought not to be placed in a special category. 
They ought to be treated in these matters exactly as the 48 States are. 

As Delegate Farrington said, all laws of national application 
extend to Hawaii and Alaska, and we pay all of the Federal taxes 
required from the States, so I think that we ought to be treated on a 
basis of equality in a program such as this. 

I hope that the bill will be favorably reported by this committee. 
and subsequently enacted into law. 

I think that that is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barpren. Mr. Bartlett, have you studied the question closely 
enough to answer this question: Would not the removal of the 3 
percent limitation solve the problem? 

Mr. Barrierr. Speaking of that, of course I do not know what its 
effect would be on Puerto Rico, and if I did, maybe I would not be 
qualified to give an opinion on it, but I have, for what it is worth, 
a general view that Americans everywhere ought to be treated alike. 

You indicated a while ago that you felt that way. I very strongly 
do, 

Mr. Barpen. I understand that Puerto Rico has a whole division 
in the Korean War; is that correct? I understand it is a regiment, 
that is, 5,000 men. That is more than Great Britain has in there, 
is it not?) How many men has Great Britain in that thing? 

Mr. Howetu. They have got more than 5,000, I think. My 
impression is it is around 21,000,—air, land, and sea; it is 21,000 to 
23,000. 

Mr. Barpren. That is about as wide a range as you usually get 
when you ask a whole group of Congressmen a question, 

Mr. Battry. May I ask Mr. Bartlett a question? 

Your small participation is due to your higher income per « capita? 

Mr. Barrierr. Our income, as you notice from. Mr. Farrington’s 
figure, is very high; but also, as indicated previously, that is more or 
lesa meaningless, “because the cost of living likewise is tremendously 
high. In February of this year, according to a survey made by the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, the cost of living in Fairbanks was 47 
percent higher than Seattle, Wash.; and in Ane horage, the principal 
scene of military activities in Alaska, the cost of living was 40 percent 
higher in that same month of this year than in Se rattle. 

‘Mr. Werpet. Why do we have a formula to disburse these funds 
on the basis of income when, if vou have a higher average income, 
your taxes for the area are higher? Now, if we have a fund of this 
kind in the United States, I am w ondering why we do not disburse 
it on the basis of the cost of living as near the local areas as we can 
get? 
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Mr. Barrierr. I must say that I do not know the philosophy:that 
went into the production of the bill which is now law. I have never 
reviewed it, and I simply do not know enough about it to give you an 
intelligent answer on it. I think that you have a valid point, however. 

Mr. Vatt. Would you say there was a substantial difference in 
cost between school lunches in Hawaii and Alaska? For example, 
Hawaii is a fruit country and Alaska is restricted to snow and ice. 

Mr. Barruerr. I think it would depend on the lunch. 

Mr. Vari. I would imagine in Hawaii they can reach up and get a 
pineapple or crack a coconut. 

Mr. Barriterr. We can pick a lot of cranberries and blueberries, 
and we could feed those to the children all winter, and that would 
be pretty cheap, too. 

Mr. Gwinn. We are getting an education in this school-lunch 
business. What do the children in Alaska get for school lunches, 
and where does it come from? 

Mr. Barrierr. Most of it, unfortunately, is shipped from the 
States, and we do not produce enough there in agricultural products 
to feed our own people, and so, a substantial portion of everything 
that is consumed in the Territory by way of food has to be shipped 
in; and, of course, that adds to the cost. 

Mr. Porrer. Are they feeding these children dehydrated eggs or 
powdered eggs? 

Mr. Barrierr. IT have eaten them several times, and I hope not. 

Mr. Gwinn. Is not the theory applicable to the school lunch 
applicable to all of us, primarily the surplus agricultural commodities, 
and vou should be receiving a lot of cereal and potatoes and that sort 
of thing. 

Mr. Barrierr. I assume that that is the case. I know that the 
Alaska Native Service of the Bureau of Indian Affairs particularly is 
sharing in that tvpe of program. 

Mr. Gwinn. Roughly how much Federal taxes does Alaska pay to 
the Treasury of the United States? 

Mr. Barrverr. I hope you will not hold me to this figure, but my 
rather vague recollection is that we paid $16 million last vear; and I 
should emphasize there, that is not a fairstatement of the contribution 
made by the economy of Alaska to the Federal Treasury, because our 
big salmon corporations, and our big gold mines, and our big con- 
tracting firms which are doing business on a very large scale in Alaska, 
have their headquarters offices elsewhere, and Alaska gets no credit for 
the income taxes paid. So I should say that the figure, if it could be 
properly applied, would be around double that, or perhaps much 
more, even, beeause of so much contracting work going on at the 
present time. 

Mr. Gwinn. If vou pay $16 million to the Federal Government, 
your income is very high, and therefore your relative contribution is 
very high. 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. 

Mr. Gwinn. And your cost of living does not bring down your tax 
burden, does it? 

Mr. Barrierr. That is correct. 

Mr. Gwinn. You never get back more than 20 percent of the money 
you pay out, in any form of Federal aid? 

Mr. Barrietrr. No. 
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Mr. Gwinn. That means that Alaska, in order to get this miserable 
little school-lunch figure of $28,000, will pay out several times that in 
taxes to get it bac k? 

Mr. Barruert. | think that that is illustrated very well by what 
went on in the road program in the Territory, if I may just take a 
moment on that. We are the only area within the whole United 
States that is not included within the several Federal Highway Aid 
Acts, and so, all during the 1920’s and the 1930’s, we only had minor 
appropriations made to the Department of the Interior for roads 

Then at the start of World War II, on account of military necessity, 
we had to spend a lot of money, and we are still spending it, which, if 
it had been done before, would have enabled us to have a network of 
roads at a much lower cost to the taxpayers. 

So that was a discrimination against the Territory which, in the long 
run, cost the Federal Government a lot of additional money. 

Mr. Gwinn. Then you would be much better off to get rid of alt 
Federal aid and keep your money for yourself, and you would have a 
lot more money to spend in Alaska, would vou not? 

Mr. Tackerr. That has not a thing to do with this. We are not 
voing to end Federal aid. 

Mr. Barpen. May I interrupt for this purpose, and I would not do 
it were it not for the fact that Dr. Fernés-Isern must go to a sugar 
hearing, and he is very much interested in this Puerto Rican situation. 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank vou very much. 

Mr. Barpen. I did not know that vour time was running so short, 
Doctor. 


STATEMENT OF DR. A. FERNOS-ISERN, THE RESIDENT COMMIS- 
SIONER OF PUERTO RICO 


Dr. Fernés-Isern. | have a prepared statement based on just 
what the bill is for, but I think that I should speak extemporaneous!> 
now because of the discussion that has gone on here. 

In the first place, I have never understood really what the reason 
for the 3-percent provision in the school-lunch law has been. Evi- 
dently, it was not a matter of whether taxes were paid to the Federal 
Government or not by the Territories or possessions, because Hawati 
and Alaska do pay taxes and they are in with us in that 8-percent 
category. 

If the criterion were need, then certainly it would have worked the 
opposite way, and we might have been classed in the 97 percent, and 
the States in the 3 percent, because the need is so much greater in 
Puerto Rico than anywhere else under the flag. 

My position in my prepared statement was simply to favor the bill 
insomuch as it helps Puerto Rico somewhat, modestly contenting 
ourselves with this slight gain. However, 1 cannot in any way say 
anvthing that would deter from the words of the chairman, in the 
sense that the need in Puerto Rico is very great, and that Puerto 
Ricans are citizens of the United States, and that the voung child 
attending school there in a few years may not necessarily be there 
but may be in New York or as far west as Oregon or even in Hawaii 
and even in Korea 

The situation in Puerto Rico is that if Puerto Rico were to pay 
Federal taxes, then again I say the school-lunch law would have to 
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be amended so that we got 97 percent. We certainly would not have 
any tax basis left in the island, with a low per capita income, as has 
been said here before, of only $304 per capita, with 400,000 children 
in the schools and 300,000 out of school because of lack of facilities 
and lack of resources to create the schools and pay the teachers. 

The cost of living in Puerto Rico is higher than in Washington, 
D.C. The reason is that we have only 3,500 square miles of terri- 
tory, and we have 2,200,000 inhabitants and import more than 50 
percent of our food. 

One of the differences between Hawaii and Puerto Rico is that 
Hawaii has almost twice as much territory as we have, almost twice 
as much land, and they have only about less than one-fourth our 
population. 

Of course, the reason may be, as Mr. Farrington said, that the 
pioneers went to Hawaii only in 1820, and the pioneers went to 
Puerto Rico in 1508, and there has been a lot more pioneering in 
Puerto Rico than in Hawai, and the land has not increased itself as 
the population has. The land is the same all of the time. 

Well, if the bill were amended to put not only Hawaii and Alaska, 
but Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, on the same basis with the 
States, it would mean about twice the amount for Puerto Rico that 
we get now. It certainly would be a godsend, a tremendous help, 
and it would help greatly to create better citizens. 

However, if it is considered that in doing that, the bill might be 
jeopardized, then I would patiently, as in every other case, be willing 
to compromise and say, “‘Very well, let Alaska and Hawaii get their 
share as the States do, and at least what they would not get out of the 
5 percent we would get, and that would be a help.” 

Mir. MeConneti. May Lask a question, and I have asked it before. 

This limitation of 3 percent does what to the quantity and quality 
of junch received by the children of Puerto Rico? Do you limit the 
number of children receiving the food, or do you give less to a larger 
number of children, or how do you work the limitation? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. Well, it is like this: This ia a joint program. 
The Federal Government contributes a share, and the government of 
Puerto Rico contributes a share to the program. Now, the question 
is: How to stretch the money to take care of all of the children in 
school, or whether you can increase your insular government contribu- 
tion to the point where you take care of all of the children properly. 

Lam afraid that what we are doing is just spreading it thin, because 
we cannot just appropriate out of our own money very much more. 

Mr. MeConnewu. You are trying to give less to a larger number of 
children? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. That would be the only way. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have many children attending school, and do 
you have compulsory education, that all children within certain ages 
have got to go to school? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. I did not quite get the question. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have compulsory education in Puerto Rico? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. We have compulsory education, but—— 

Mr. Wier. You do not have the buildings? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. That is right. And rather than make the 
children go to school, the children who want to go to school make the 
government create more schools for them. 
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Mr. Wier. You say you have 400,000 children attending school, 
out of 700,000? 

Dr. Fernoés-Isern. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Are all of the 400,000 children participating in the 
lunch program, or are some of them not? 

Dr. Fernos-Isern. All those who seem to have a need. I would 
not be able to say what figure out of the 400,000. 

Mr. Wier. Then there are school children that are not participat- 
ing? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. | am certain of that, not all of them do, maybe 
because they have food at home. 

Mr. Bartey. Mr. Chairman, may I clarify some of our thinking 
here? 

The present item in the budget appropriation for the lunch program 
is $83,500,000, and your 3-percent limitation applied to these four 
Territories would be $2,505,000, and that is 3 percent of $83,500,000. 

Last vear Puerto Rico got $2,377,000 of that, leaving only $128,000 
for Alaska, Hawaii, and the Virgin Islands. 

All this would do would be to give Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands approximately a little less than $100,000 that has been 
allocated to Alaska and Hawau, and they would benefit to that 
extent. That is all that is involved. 

Mr. Barprn. May I, at the risk of opening up something that is 
not exactly connected here, ask the doctor a question. How much 
sugar do you raise in Puerto Rico now? 

Dr. Frern6s-Isern. Well, our production is about 1,300,000 tons. 

Mr. Barpen. How much could you raise? 

Dr. Frern6és-Isern. Probably we could go up to 1,500,000 tons, if 
we had the quota. Now, our quota is only 910,000 tons to sell in the 
mainland, and we are producing 110,000 to sell in Puerto Rico itself 
for local consumption; and we are producing, and we have been 
producing for 3 or 4 years, 200,000 tons up and above that, and we 
have had a terrific time finding ways to sell it because of the quota 
provisions. 

Mr. Barpen. I am not digging anybody or trying to irritate any- 
body, but what is Cuba’s quota? 

Dr. Frernés-Isern. Cuba gets whatever would be the difference 
between the domestic production, under the quota, in the whole 
United States, and the consumption. Well, that is an average of 
3 million tons a year. 

Mr. Barpen. It has. interested me for a good long time, how on 
earth we could arrive at that. 

Mr. Tackerr. As long as Louisiana can encourage people to do 
that. 

Mr. Barpen. I cannot see how Louisiana would want Cuba to 
produce 3 million tons, and we cut Puerto Rico to 900,000 tons. 
I never have understood it, and Puerto Rico is our own. 

Mr. Battey. There is an import quota set up under the reciprocal 
trade agreement. 

Mr. Barpen. I wish they would trade that word off for a 10-cent 
word. ‘That word has gotten to be a 60-cent word, and it covers a 
lot of problems with me. 

Mr. Kearns. If the chairman will yield there. 

What portion of the sugar goes into rum? 
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Dr. Frernés-Isern. No part of it. Rum is made out of black- 
strap, which is a byproduct. 

There is something that I might add there, for the information of the 
committee, since we are on this question, that out of the 910,000 tons 
which Puerto Rico is allowed to sell in the mainland, we may sell 
only 126,000 in a refined form. The rest must be sold raw. 

Mr. Barpren. You mean you cannot refine but 126,000 tons? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. Out of the amount we send to the mainland. 

Mr. Barpen. And the rest of it must be sent to the mainland where 
where the labor of the mainland gets the benefit of refining it? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. We have been under that limitation since 1934, 
as I understand it, although consumption has increased 1,800,000 tons 
from that time to now, the annual consumption now is 1,800,000 above 
what it was. 

Mr. Barpen. How much could you refine down there? 

Dr. Frernés-Isern. At present, with the present refining capacity 
we have, we could refine 450,000 tons, which is twice what we are 
refining. But, of course, nobody is going to start a refinery in Puerto 
Rico now if he is not going to be allowed to refine. We simply cannot 
expand our refining capacity. 

Mr. Barpen. That gets me. 

Mr. Porrrr. To get back to the bill, Doctor, I believe the state- 
ment was made that if the 3-percent limitation, were removed for 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, vou would then receive 10 per- 
cent of the total funds appropriated for the schoo! lunch program; is 
that true? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. That is what I am informed, and I could not 
vouch for it, and [ have not seen the figures. 

Mr. Porrer. That means that if the 3-percent limitation were 
removed, then Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands would receive 10 
percent of the total appropriation for the schoo! lunch program? 

Dr. Fern6s-Isern. | think that that is correct. 

Mr. Baitey. Again, let me emphasize that if you remove Alaska 
and Hawaii from this 3-percent limitation, they will move over into 
the category along with the other 48 States, and whatever that alloca- 
tion is that they would be entitled to, it will have to come out of the 
genera! distribution for 50 instead of the original 48 States 

On the other hand, all it wil! do will be to benefit the Virgin Islands 
and Puerto Rico in the amount that is now being allocated to Alaska 
and Hawaii. That is all this legislation does. 

Mr. Porrer. My question was relating to the statement of the 
chairman about the 3-percent limitation. 

Mr. Barprn. Let me ask vou this question: Puerto Rico puts up 
some funds in this program, and, with an economy such as it is down 
there, there must be a limitation as to how much they could contribute. 

Dr. Frern6és-Isern. That is exactly correct. 

Mr. Barpren. So they could not match but just so much, could 
they? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. That could be the case, although the invest- 
ment should be so profitable, that Puerto Rico would squeeze some 
money out of its revenues and put it into this program, to make sure 
to get that much money from the Federal Government. Puerto Rico 
would try to find a way to do it, because it would mean so much for 
the children. 
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Mr. Barpen. If the bridle was taken off of Puerto Rico in the pro- 
duction and refining of sugar, would that, with its collateral industries, 
and so forth, tend to solve the economy of Puerto Rico, or confuse it? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. Mr. Chairman, if the sugar industry of Puerto 
Rico could develop to its maximum, and if the quota did not stop us 
from doing it, the increase in raw sugar produc tion would mean an 
income to Puerto Rico, let us say, just to 1,200,000 tons, mainland 
quota, it would mean an increase ‘of about $30 million a year. 

Now, sugar refining would add $30 million more. So by simply 
allowing Puerto Rico to produce sugar to its capacity, and refine the 
sugar, we would be adding no less than $60 million a year income to the 
economy of Puerto Rico, out of which, of course, taxes would come. 

Mr. Gwinn. Mr. Chairman, you overlook another fact. If you 
increase Puerto Rico’s income by $24 million, within 10 years you 
will have an increase of population that will come right up to the 
same level that you have today, will you not? 

Dr. Fern6és-Isern. That is possible, although it has been shown 
everywhere that as you increase, you raise the level of existence, as 
the standard of living eoes higher, the birth rate eoes lower. 

Mr. Gwinn. Has that been true in Puerto Rico? That is an inter- 
esting question. 

Dr. Fernés-!sern. It has been true in this sense: There have been 
studies made, and groups of people above $1,000 income a vear have 
a much lower birth rate than those below $1,000 income a vear. 
Those living in the countryside have a higher birth rate than those 
living in the cities. It is industrialization, higher standard of living, 
and a change in the pattern of life, what makes for a lower birth rate. 
And there is always a lag between death-rate decrease and birth-rate 
decrease in every country where modern civilization starts: There is 
first a decrease in the mortality rate, in the death rate, and that has 
already happened in Puerto Rico. And there is always a lag, but 
right following it there is a decrease in the birth rate if the development 
of the country goes ahead in industrialization and urbanization, and 
if it does not stay just under the efficient measures of public health, 
but does not attain higher standards of living. 

Mr. Gwynn. Doctor, the United States has been in Puerto Rico 
now all of these vears, and your population has increased enormously 
during that period, has it not? 

Dr. Fernos-Isern. We have doubled our population in 40 vears, 
while the United States has doubled the population in 50 years, so we 
have been going a little faster. 

Mr. Gwinn. As a result of raising the economic income of Puerto 
Rico, vou have doubled your population, and now you have nearly 
half of your school children out of school. 

Dr. Fernés-Isernx. We have nearly that many out of school. 

Mr. Gwinn. Does this school-lunch program benefit the children 
who are not in school at all? 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. No, sir. 

Mr. Gwinn. That is the discouraging factor, to me. The more we 
give, the more we have to feed and fewer are fed proportionately, 
apparently. 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. I do not see any other way but to industrialize 
rapidly, and that is why I believe it is unfortunate that right there 
where we could industrialize the easiest, which is in sugar, we cannot 
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industrialize. We are trying all other things than sugar, although 
with a good deal of difficulty. That is one of the solutions. 

The other is a temporary matter, migration. It is either we create 
a way for the people to live in Puerto Rico and stay there, or they 
will leave the island. There is no other way out. 

Mr. Barpen. And they go to New York. 

Dr. Fernés-Isern. They are going everywhere. 

Mr. Battery. In order to expedite matters, | move we accept the 
amendment proposed by the Department of Agriculture and report 
this bill out favorably, with instructions that it do pass, and with the 
necessary instructions to the chairman to get the necessary rule. 

Mr. McConneui. Mr. Chairman, ! wish to second that motion. 

Mr. Barpven. I like speed, all right, but we have not heard from 
either of the Departments. 

Mr. Baitey. They do not object to the bill, do they? 

Mr. Barpen. No, but I wonder if the committee would want to 
give any consideration to the question of whether vou increase the 
3 percent remaining to 4 percent, and going bevond that might put a 
hardship on the government of Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. Wier. If you will accept that first motion, I will make an 
amendment to get a vote on it, and take that load off your mind, and 
I will offer an amendment that we strike out the 3 percent. 

Mr. Barpen. Let me get myself straight here for a moment. We 
are still dealing with something that we hardly know what effect that 
would have, either in Puerto Rico or in the United States. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Chairman, you are the very one who proposed in 
the very beginning that all American school children be treated equally, 
and that these 3 percent or secondary citizenships should be eliminated 
in the school lunch program; and so, I will give you the chance by an 
amendment. 

Mr. Barpen. IL said that was certainly the ideal objective, but there 
is a lot of difference between a suggestion and a well thought out propo- 
sition, and I certainly did not make it as a definite proposal. I felt 
that the committee should give it some consideration, but possibly 
we can do that on the floor of the House, and each member of the 
committee certainly has the privilege of introducing an amendment to 
the bill when it comes to the floor. 

Mr. Wir. I would not introduce it unless it was accepted here. 

Mr. Barpen. There is a motion pending. 

Dr. Frrnés-Isern. May I offer my prepared statement for the 
record and be excused? 

Mr. Barpen. Yes. 


(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


SraTeEMENT OF Hon. A. FEeRN6s-ISERN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER OF PUERTO 
Rico 


Mr. Chairman, let me say, straight off, that as the Resident Commissioner of 
Puerto Rico, IT support H. R. 1732, and urge its favorable adoption by vour com- 
mittee. Under the terms of the bill, I presume that both Alaska and Hawaii will 
receive increased revenues from the national school lunch fund and that for their 
purposes, H. R. 1732 would be desirable, although I do not speak for the two 
Territories. 

As to Puerto Rico, the bill is acceptable and desirable, inasmuch as it would 
decrease by one-half the number of offshore participants to receive the 3 percent 
of the funds appropriated for agricultural commodities for the school-lunch pro- 
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gram, as well as the funds apportioned for nonfood assistance in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law 396 of the Seventy-ninth Congress. 

Under the formula followed last year, Puerto Rico received $2,377,490 for the 
school-lunch program, whereas if the funds had been apportioned according to 
the terms of the bill under consideration by your committee, Puerto Rico would 
have received $2,539,650. Thus, with the greater need for school-lunch benefits 
in Puerto Rico, H. R. 1732 will be very helpful. 

I understand that the Department of Agriculture in its report to your com- 
mittee has proposed that a proviso be added, to the effect that in each year’s 
initial apportionment, the per capita allotments per child of school age in Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not be less than the per capita allotment per 
child of school age in the State (other than Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands) 
with the lowest per capita income. The effect of this proviso would be to give 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands a guaranty of at least 3 percent of the total 
moneys appropriated for the school-lunech program. However, if the lowest per 
capita income State received a per capita allotment per child of school age greater 
than Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands, the two islands might receive a share in 
excess of 3 percent of the total. Naturally, this proviso would be most welcome 
to Puerto Rico where the school-lunch program is so important. Too many 
children in Puerto Rico receive their only full meal of the day through the school- 
lunch program. 

I hope that the committee will see fit to accept the amendments proposed by 
the Department of Agriculture and concurred in by the Department of Interior, 
and report H. R. 1732 favorably. 

Mr. Kearns. I would like to suggest to the committee that, before 
vou disturb the 3 percent for Puerto Rico, the committee study the 
report of the subeommittee on the school situation and the building 
needs for getting 300,000 children into school that could then partici- 
pate in the program, before we raise the quota on the present number 
of children that are in school, is that not right, Mr. Howell? 

Mr. Howe xt. I think that that is reasonable. 

Mr. Battery. In any case, this just simply gives Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands the present allocation made to Hawaii and Alaska, and 
they are better off under this bill, and so why worry about it? 

Mr. Werver. That is, by $100,000. 

Mr. Porrer. When vou disturb that 3 percent limitation on Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands, that means you are going to take away 
from other States, funds that have been appropriated for the lunch 
program, 

Mr. Howe.r. That much they can probably stand. 

Mr. Werpev. It amounts to $1 million, if you give them another 
1 percent; you give them $1 million instead of the $100,000. 

Mr. Barpen. Now, gentlemen, pending this motion, that has been 
seconded by Mr. McConnell, the Agriculture Department proposes 
an amendment here, and as T understand it, the Interior Department 
proposes an amendment. It is the same one. No discussion of the 
amendment is necessary. 

Mr. Streep. I would like to have vou read it. 

(The report referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, June 6, 1951. 
Hon. Granam A. Barpen, 


Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Barpden: This is in reply to vour request of March 9, 1951, for a 
report on H. R. 1732, a bill to amend the National School Lunch Act with respect 
to the apportionment of funds to Hawaii and Alaska. 

H. R. 1732 would remove Alaska and Hawaii from the present provisions of 
the National School Lunch Act, which limit the total amount made available 
to the four territories and possessions (Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
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Virgin Islands) to 3 percent of the funds appropriated. Under H. R. 1732, Hawaii 
and Alaska would participate in the apportionment of funds on the same basis 
as the States and the present 3-percent limitation would apply only to Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

School lunch funds are apportioned to States on the basis of a formula prescribed 
in the act, which takes into account the number of a State’s school-age children 
and its per capita income. The limitation restricting the extent to which the 
territories and possessions may participate in the apportionment of funds was 
adopted by the Congress primarily because of the relatively low per capita income 
in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands (see discussion in hearings before the House 
Committee on Agriculture, 79th Cong., on H. R. 2673 and H. R. 3143, pp. 267- 
270). When the National School Lunch Act was passed, the certified per capita 
income in Puerto Rico ($191) and in the Virgin Islands ($115) was so low compared 
with the per capita income of the United States ($1,117) that unrestricted par- 
ticipation would have resulted in these two Territories receiving about 10 percent 
of the funds appropriated, while having only 2.1 percent of the population of 
school-age children. 

The same situation still prevails. The latest per capita income figures, certified 
by the Department of Commerce at the time of the apportionment of fiscal year 
1951 funds, reported Puerto Rico’s per capita income as $304 and the Virgin 
Islands’ as $182, compared to a United States average of $1,410. Unrestricted 
participation by Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands would have resulted in their 
receiving about 10 percent of the total funds available for food assistance. 

The level of income in Alaska and Hawaii ($1,976 and $1,503, respectively) is 
is more in line with that in the United States. Their removal from the 3-percent 
limitation would greatly augment their school-lunch program without seriously 
affecting the allocation of funds to the States. If H. R. 1732 had been law during 
the fiscal vear 1951, Hawaii would have received $195,516 instead of its present 
apportionment of $73,820, and Alaska would have received $28,134 instead of 
$10,551. The Department favors the change in the apportionment of funds for 
Hawaii and Alaska as provided in the bill. 

The Department would not object to a reasonable increase in the apportionment 
to the Caribbean territories and suggests the following amendment to H. R. 1732 
to accomplish such an increase: 

At the end of line 3, page 2, delete the period, insert a colon, and add the 
following: “Provided, That in each year’s initial apportionment, the per capita 
allotments per child of school age in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands shall 
not be less than the per capita allotment per child of school age in the State (other 
than Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands) with the lowest per capita income.” 

At the end of line 9, page 2, delete the period, insert a semicolon, and add: 
“except that the foregoing shall give effect to the requirement of the proviso in 
section 4.”’ 

If H. R. 1732 with the above amendment had been law during the fiscal year 
1951, Puerto Rico would have received $2,539,650 instead of its present appor- 
tionment of $2,377,490, and the Virgin Islands would have received $45,151 
instead of $43,639. 

The Bureau of the Pudget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES F, BRANNAN, 
Secretary. 

Mr. Barpren. I would like for Mr. Forsythe to give his interpre- 
tation of it, and for the representative from the Department of 
Agriculture to listen to it. 

Mr. Forsyrur. We have marked-up bills prepared for the members, 
to show that amendment. 

The amendment is intended to.make the Virgin Islands and Puerto 
Rico participate at least to the extent of the State having the lowest 
per capita income, which would raise the figure somewhat, on the 
basis of the 1950 distribution. 

Mr. Strep. Would it give them more money? 

Mr. Forsyrue. It would give them a little bit more money. 

Mr. Srrrep. Than States that have higher incomes? 
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Mr. Forsyrue. I do not know about that. 

Mr. Bartey. How much money would it give them? 

Mr. Forsyrur. This amendment would give approximately 
$162,000 to Puerto Rico, and approximately $1,500 more to the 
Virgin Islands. 

Mr. Strep. That is probably a good solution. 

Mr. Forsyrue. Under the Farrington bill without the amendment, 
they would get about $83,000, to be divided between Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands. In other words, there is approximately 
roughly $162,000 to be divided between Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands under the Agriculture Department amendment, and approxi- 
mately $80,000 to be divided under the Farrington bill without the 
Agriculture Department amendment. 

Mr. Barpren. Who is representing the Department of Agriculture? 


STATEMENT OF C. ROY MURPHY, CHIEF OF THE SCHOOL LUNCH 
DIVISION, PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mureny. C. Roy Murphy, Chief of the School Lunch Divi- 
sion, Production and Marketing Administration, Department of 
Agriculture. 

“Mr. Barven. Mr. Murphy, do you concur in the statement made 
by Mr. Forsythe? 

Mr. Murpny. Yes, that is correct. That is the amendment, and 
it is concurred in by the De partment of the Interior and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. Barven. Briefly, your reasons. 

Mr. Murpuy. We accepted the Farrington bill initially as it stood, 
and upon representations by the Department of the Interior that the 
Territories of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands deserved additional 
consideration, we arrived at this agreement, that they would get an 
allocation that would give them a per capita rate per child not less 
than that of the lowest income State on the mainland. 

Mr. Barpren. That is Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands? 

Mr. Murpuy. As much per child as the lowest income State on 
the mainland; ves. That is what this amendment would do. 

Mr. Baitey. That is the State of Mississippi. 

Mr. Murpuy. Presently, it is the State of Mississippi. 

Mr. Streep. I have been waiting to ask this gentleman here a couple 
of questions. 

How do you arrive at this figure of $83,500,000 for the total program 
as the appropriation each year? 

Mr. Murpny. We make an estimate to , the Bureau of the Budget, 
and we pass it on to the Congress, of our needs for the year. 

Mr. Steep. What was your budget request when you got the 
$83,500,000? Did they grant you the exact sum you asked for? 

Mr. Murpuy. The request of the Bureau of the Budget to the 
Congress was $83,500,000, and our request was $100,000,000 to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Steep. What did the reduction from the Bureau of the Budget, 
from $100,000,000 to $83,500,000, do to the contemplated program 
that you outlined? 
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Mr. Murpuy. Well, it cuts it back. It means, for the most part, 
that the charge to the paying children will be higher. ; 

Mr. Steep. You impoverished the program in individual schools 
throughout the several States when you took that cut? 

Mr. Murpuy. That is right. It eliminates expansion, too. 

Mr. Steep. What happened in your budgetary request for the com- 
ing fiscal year, for this Congress? 

Mr. Murpuy. The same thing. 

Mr. Sreep. You got the full sum that the Bureau of the Budget 
approved? 

Mr. Murpuy. There is an amendment in the Senate now, cutting 
administrative expense $136,000, a 10-percent cut that they applied 
practically to all programs, but the program money will remain the 
same. 

Mr. Streep. The reason I ask these questions is to show that it 
really is ineffectual for us to sit here and divide this $83 million any 
way we like, but you always have the proposition of this economy 
bloe getting ahold of your budget, and you have no assurance that 
vou will always get this sum of money, and so, if we do not hold to 
some point of reason here in the division of it, we are going to wind 
up penalizing not only the Territories, but the States, as well, in the 
program. 

Mr. Barpren. May I say this, and I am going to put the motion 
made by the gentleman from West Virginia and seconded by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. McConnell, but before I put that 
motion, I think caution and wisdom probably would require that we at 
least have the language of this amendment studied by the drafting 
counsel, because | do not know who drafted the amendment or just 
what the language is, and Mr. Forsythe says he has not had an oppor- 
tunity to give it the study it should have. 

The committee is meeting again Friday morning, and I am won- 
dering if it would be unanimously agreeable that we go ahead and act 
on the motion made to report the bill out, and then if counsel raises 
any objection, the matter could be given reconsideration if the 
objection was substantial, and it could be given reconsideration on 
Friday morning. 

Is there any objection to that on the part of anyone? 

Mr. Werpeu. Your proposal is to report the bill out without the 
amendment? 

Mr. Barpen. With the amendment proposed by the Department of 
Agriculture and acquiesced in by the Department of the Interior, and 
subject to the check of the counsel to see the effect of it. 

Mr. Werpeu. It was my understanding that the amendment, when 
I first heard about the amendment, that it was the proposed amend- 
ment of Dr. Fernés-Isern, as suggested by the Department; and I 
amend the gentleman’s motion, from West Virginia, that we accept 
the amendment subject to the conditions the chairman mentioned in 
the bill. 
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Mr. Battey. There is no objection to that. 

Mr. Gwinn. I do not think that we get the implications of this wide 
open amendment. The witness has just said that 300,000 school 
children get no lunches at all, and under this amendment they will 
have to be included, and we have no figures on the—— 

Mr. Barpren. Mr. Gwinn, the very purpose of my suggestion was 
to put a little caution in our procedure; and, if there is no objection 
to that arrangement, then I will put the question. 

So many as are in favor—— 

Mr. Sreep. What are you doing to do with this amendment? 
Suppose that this proposed amendment here runs the figure above 
3 percent, and then you have got a conflict in your bill. 

Mr. Farsyrun. That is why I want to look at the language. 

Mr. Srrep. It says it shall not exceed 3 percent, and yet you say 
“Provided, it will not be less than”’ another figure. 

Mr. Barpen. That is exactly why I thought a fair degree of caution 
be exercised, so that counsel may look to see that we are not putting 
two irresistible points against each other. 

Mr. Streep. The appropriation for the coming year has already been 
made, and by increasing these sums to the islands and the territories 
you are going to impoverish the program that you will have for the 48 
States, because no arrangements are made here to increase the ap- 
propriation total to absorb that. 

Mr. Battery. To the extent of the difference between $81,000 and 
$162,000; that is right. 

Mr. Barpen. I do not think that we can give away anything 
without making some kind of sacrifice. 

Mr. Streep. | think that you should realize that you are doing it at 
the expense of other children. 

Mr. Barpen. Should I put the motion? 

As many as are in favor of the motion of the gentleman from West 
Virginia, seconded by Mr. McConnell, with the unanimous-consent 
agreement attached, let it be known by saying “Aye.’’ Opposed, 
“No.” 

The ‘‘ayes”’ have it, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Murpnuy. Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert in the record a 
breakdown of the apportionment of 1951 funds to Territories, and 
apportionment proposed by H. R. 1732 and amendment. 

Mr. Barpen. That will-be placed in the record along with the table 
indicating the apportionment by States. 

(The tables referred to follow:) 
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AMENDMENTS TO SCHOOL LUNCH ACT 


National school-lunch program, apportionment of 1951 funds to Territories, and 
apportionment proposed by H. R. 1732 and amendment 











| 
| 
Per | schoo! 
} capita |p 7 School- 
: | income |! —_ Enroll-} lunch | 
State (1948) | 5 to 77 | ment, | partici- | 
| (United | (1q44) | 1948-49 | pation, | 
| States, carl |} 1951 | 
| $1,410) | } 

j ! | | 
| | | | 
Alaska $1,976; 21,000) 10,889} 1, 226) 
Hawaii 1,503, 111,000) 107,924) 62,045 
Puerto Rico 304) 728, 000) 409, 839) 220, 510 
Virgin Islands 182, 8,000) 6,399 4, 400 
Lowest-income | 
State 531, 169, 955, 


758) 584, 000 


581 


| 
1951 apportion- | 
ment under — | 
National School | 
Lunch Act | 
i 
Per 

| child 
|(popu- 
lation) 


Total 


$10, 551) $0. 50 


73, 320 . 66 
2, 377, 490 3. 27 
16 


43, 639 5 


2, 047,084; 3. 51 


1951 apportion- 
ment under 
H. R. 1732 


aitlecepanibiaeingtdceiins alll ite 


Per | 
ns | child | 
otal (popu-} 

lation) | 

Saitek —e 
$28, 134) $1.34) 
195, 516 1.76 

2, 459, 849 3. 38 
45, 151 5. 64 

2, 039, 716 3.49 


1951 apportion- 
ment under 
proposed 
amendment to 
H. R. 1732 


| Per 

enone { child 
Potal |(popu- 
lation) 
Seth) aS 
$28,098) $1.34 
195,265) 1.76 
2.539.650) 3.49 
45,151] 5.64 
2,037,096] 3.49 


Mr. Barpen. We will meet again Friday morning at 10 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, at 12 noon, a recess was taken until 10 a. m. Friday, 
August 3, 1951.) 
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FRIDAY, AUGUST 3, 1951 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met at 10 a.m. in room 429, House Office Building, 
the Honorable Graham A. Barden (e hairman) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Barden, Kelley, Howell, Steed, Wier, 
Tackett, McConnell, Potter, and Berry. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; John S. Forsythe, general 
counsel; David N. Henderson, assistant general counsel; Russell C. 
Derrickson, investigator; John O. Graham, minority clerk—all of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. Barpen. The committee will come to order. 

Gentlemen, at the last meeting we held for the consideration of 
H. R. 1732, we directed counsel to do some clearing up on that bill to 
make sure that it was proper from the drafting point of view. 

I am informed that the attorneys have reworked the bill and sub- 
mitted it to Dr. Ferndés-Isern of Puerto Rico and to Mr. Farrington, 
and all are pleased and satisfied with the redoing of the bill. 

(The language referred to is as follows:) 


AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 1732 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That (a) the second sentence of section 4 of the National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S. C., sec. 1753) is amended to read as follows: ‘The Secretary shall apportion 
among the States during each fiscal year not less than 75 per centum of the afore- 
said funds made available for such year for supplying agricultural commodities 
and other foods under the provisions of this Act. The total of such apportion- 
ments of funds for use in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands shall not exceed 
3 per centum of the funds appropriated for agricultural commodities and other 
foods for the school-lunch program; except that in the case of the first apportion- 
ments of funds from any annual or supplemental appropriation (and only in such 
case) the apportionment for Puerto Rico, and the apportionment for the Virgin 
Islands, shall be not less than that amount which will result in a par capita 
allotment per child of school age equal to the per capita allotment per child of 
school age in the States (other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands) having the 
lowest per capita income and partic ipating in such first ewe nts. 

““*(b) The last sentence of section 5 of such Act (42 U. . Sec. 1754) is 
amended to read as follows: ‘‘Apportionments of funds for use in Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands for nonfood assistance shall be determined subject to the 
provisions of the third sentence of section 4.’ 

‘““(e) The amendments made by this Act shall be effective only with respect to 
sums appropriated after the date on which this Act is enacted.’ 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘“‘A bill to amend the National School Lunch 
Act with respect to the apportionment of funds to Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands.” 
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Mr. Barpen. In the absence of any objection, the motion made 
by the gentleman from West Virginia that it be reported out, and 
which motion the committee adopted, will be in effect. The com- 
mittee clerk will take such steps as are necessary and proper. 

Mr. Wier. Do you mean to tell me that the attorneys have reached 
agreement on something? 

Mr. Barpen. I think they were all on one side. 

(Thereupon, at 10:18 a. m., Friday, August 3, 1951, the committee 
proceeded to other business.) 


Xx 











